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Inservice education needs of physical educators to 
integrate students with handicapping conditions into regular 
programs were investigated. The Inservice Education Needs-
Assessment Inventory (IENAI) and information sheet were mailed 
to two' hundred physical educators who were members of the New 
York State Association for Health, Physical Education, and 
Recreation (NYSAHPER). A total of eighty-four responses (42%) 
were received including nine responses which were incomplete .. 
Results showed that physical educators have need of developing, 
in rank order, knowledge of: assessment tests; pupil placement 
and equipment alternatives; supportive services; limitations 
and needs of pupils; legislative implications; individualizing 
instruction; integration techniques and task analysis; first 
aid; and psychological functioning and their ability to deter-
mine present level of performance. Physical educators expressed 
little need for developing a knowledge of standards of assess-
ment, or in developing a positive attitude toward students with 
handicapping conditions. 
A positive, but not statistically significant, correlation 
was found in the rank ordering of the category needs of physical 
educators as a function of having taught integrated classes or 
"special" classes, having graduate education in Special Physical 
Education or Special Education, having undergraduate education 
in Special Physical Education, or having attended inservice 
workshops. The mean scores for eight of the eleven categories 
of those physical educators who have attended inservice work-
shops were lower, however, (indicating less need) than the 
mean scores of those physical educators who have not attended 
inservice workshops. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The United States Congress estimates that of the more than 
eight million children, birth to twenty-one years of age, with 
handicapping conditions requiring special education and related 
services, only 3.9 million such children are receiving an appro-
priate education, 1.75 million childrPn are receiving no educa-
tional services at all, and 2.5 million children with handicap-
ping conditions are receiving an inappropriate education (Edu-
cation for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, Sec~ 601). On 
the basis of these statistics the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act (Public Law 94-142) was signed into law on Novem-
ber 29, 1975. lt mandates that a free and appropriate education 
be made available for all children with handicapping conditions 
between the ages of three and eighteen within each state not 
later than September 1, 1978, and for all children with handi-
capping conditions between the ages of three and twenty-one 
within each state not later than September 1, 1980~ This re-
quirement does not apply if it is inconsistent with existing 
law or practice, or the order of any court, respecting public 
education for children with handicapping conditions aged three 
through five and aged eighteen through twenty-one. 
1 
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Appropriate education, according to P.L. 94-142, includes 
a written program developed jointly by the local education 
agency, teachers, parents, and the student, when appropriate. 
The law states that the program must be individualized, must 
indicate the student's present level of educational perform-
ance, provide annual goals and short term objectives, state 
specific supportive services to be provided, and indicate the 
extent to which the student will be able to participate in a 
regular setting. In addition, objective criteria and evaluan 
tive procedures must be utilized to determine whether in-
structional objectives are being achieved. 
According to P.L. 94-142, schools are required to develop 
procedures to assure that a child with a handicapping condition 
will be educated in the least restrictive environment to meet 
his/her unique needs using supportive services, if necessary® 
Maynard Reynolds (1962) has described a continuum along which 
the child can be appropriately placed and progressively ad-
vanced. His mainstreaming "cascade" ranges from hospitals 
and hospital schools for children with the most severe handi-
capping conditions to regular classrooms for those children 
who can be appropriately educated in a full-time integrated 
setting with regular pupils. Beginning with the most restrict-
ing environment, the full mainstreaming "cascade" includes 
hospitals and hospital schools; residential schools; special 
day schools; full-time special classes; part-time special 
3 
classes; regular classrooms plus resource room service; regular 
ciassrooms with supplementary teaching or treatment; regular 
classrooms ·with consultation; and regular classrooms with itin-
erant teachers. Thus, mainstreaming is not simply placing a 
child in either a special or regular class. By appropriately 
placing a child with a handicapping condition along the con-
tinuum and progressively advancing him/her toward the regular 
classroom when he/she is ready, mainstreaming or integration 
as a goal can be met. As Winnick states, mafnstreaming, then 
is a process as well as a goal (Winnick, 1978, p.S). 
Under PL 94-142, "special education" is defined as 
"specially designed instruction, at no cost to the parent, to 
meet the unique needs of a handicapped child, including class-
room instruction, instruction in physical education, home in-
struction, and instruction in hospitals and institutions" 
(Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1977, p. 42480). 
Physical education must be an integral part of this program. 
Physical education, specially designed where necessary, must 
be made available to every handicapped child receiving free 
appropriate public education. PL 94-142 included the follow-
ing statement regarding physical education: 
The Committee expects the Commissioner of Education 
to take whatever action is necessary to assure that 
physical education services are available to all 
handicapped children, and has specifically included 
physical education within the definition of special 
education to make clear that the Committee expects 
such services, specially designed where necessary, 
to be provided as an integral part of the educational 
program of every handicapped child (Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975, Sec. 612 (5) (B)) 
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It, therefore, becomes imperative that physical educators 
develop the necessary knowledge, skills, and attitudes to 
carry out their responsibilities under this lawo Congress, 
being aware of this need, has stated that educational systems 
throughout our country and territories are responsible for 
"development and implementation of a comprehensive system of 
personnel development which shall include the inservice train-
ing of general and specific educational instructional related 
services and support personnelu (Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, 1977, p. 42492). Prescribed in P.L. 94-142, 
therefore, is a comprehensive system of personnel development 
that consists of three components: inservice training, a personnel 
development plan, and dissemination. 
The Division of Personnel Preparation of the Bureau of 
Education for the Handicapped, has been supporting the in-
service training of regular educators since 1974. For the 
1977 fiscal year, over 46% of its budget was available for 
inservice educatione A significant portion of this amount 
was appropriated by the Congress specifically for the develop= 
ment of inservice programming. Therefore, the Bureau's allo-
cations must be tracked by means of separate and distinct 
proposals that address this priority. The Division of Personnel 
Preparation is "interested in the underwriting of projects that 
will help all personnel contributing to educational programs 
for the handicapped to develop the necessary knowledge, skills, 
and attitudes necessary to carry out their responsibilities 
under the law" ( Schofer, 1977, p. 35). 
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Birch (1974) conducted a study which confirmed inservice 
education as an important prerequisite to the successful 
implementation of P.L. 94-142. His investigation focused on 
school districts that had sound systemwide mainstream policies 
and practices (some as long as seventeen years) , and whose 
• ":!I • • d - 1 b mainsteeam operations were v1ewe as successtu y parents, 
communities, teachers, and school administrators. The five -
state study was conducted in six schooi districts, that varied 
in size and pupil make - up, and had established successful 
programs for mainstreaming educable mentally retarded children . 
Teachers, administrators , students and parents were interviewed, 
classes were observed, and documents were reviewed. The how 
and why of the workings of each district were detailed. That 
information was then synthesized into principles that make 
mainstreaming successful. There were ten key factors that were 
judged to be essential to the sound systemwide mainstreaming 
of educable mentally r etarded children; and inservice education 
was found to be one of them. 
In order to produce valid inservice education, however, 
it is necessary to focus attention upon the discrepency 
between what competencies physical educators in the field 
6 
already possess and what competencies they still have need 
of developing, to successfully conduct a mainstreamed class. 
"When inservice training is directed toward the needs of the 
training recipients, effective and successful programs are 
more likely to result" (Ingersoll, 1976, p. 173). Inservice 
workshops are successfully being conducted throughout the 
United States, however, few studies have been conducted to 
formally assess the inservice education needs of physical 
educators to successfully conduct a mainstreamed class. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was designed to investigate the degree to 
which physical educators have need of developing specific 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to successfully integrate 
students with handicapping conditions into regular programs. 
It was also conducted to determine if differences in these 
needs varied as a function of: teaching physical education 
classes where all students in the class have handicapping 
conditions, teaching physical education classes of students 
with handicapping conditions integrated with non-handicapped 
students: having graduate education in Special Physical Edu-
cation or Special Education, having undergraduate Special 
Physical Education, or having attended inservice workshops. 
Delimitations 
This study was delimited to: 
1. Eighty-four respondents who were teaching 
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physical education in the State of New York, and 
were members of the New York State Association of 
Health, Physical Education, and Recreation. 
2. Physical education inservice education needs to 
successfully integrate students with handicapping 
conditions into regular classes, as measured by 
the Inservice Education Needs-Assessment Inventory 
(see Appendix A). 
Experiential variables of number of: years teach-
ing physical education classes where all students in 
the class have handicapping conditions; years teach-
ing physical education classes of students with handi~ 
capping conditions integrated with non-handicapped 
students; graduate courses taken in Special Physical 
Education or Special Education; completion of an 
undergraduate course in Special Physical Education, 
and participation in inservice workshops. 
Limitations 
The results of this study may have been affected by: 
1. How freely the participants responded and understood 
the specific competencies and instructions of the 
instrument and the instructions of the information 
sheet. 
2. The environment in which the respondents answered 
the survey, which was not controlled by the investigator. 
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Assumptions 
For the purpose of this study, it was assumed that: 
1. The instrument utilized would accurately measure the 
inservice education needs of physical educators to 
successfully integrate students with handicapping 
conditions into their classes. 
2. The physical educators would complete the Inservice 
Education Needs-Assessment Inventory in accordance 
with their personal needs and not according to assump-
tions based on role expectations. 
Hypotheses 
This study was designed to investigate the degree to 
which physical educators have need of developing specific 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to successfully integrate 
t d ~ ·~h h d' · n·~· · r 1 s u en-s w1_ .an 1capp1ng con_1_1ons 1n~o regu ar programs. 
It was also conducted to determine if differences in these 
needs varied as a function of years teaching classes of 
students with handicapping conditions integrated with non-
handicapped students, years teaching "special" classes, where 
all students in the class have handicapping conditions, having 
taken graduate courses in Special Physical Education or Special 
Education, having taken undergraduate courses in Special Physical 
Education or having attended inservice workshops. 
The following hypotheses were tested: 
1. It was hypothesized that there would be a disagree-
9 
ment in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to their number 
of years experience teaching integrated classes. 
2. It was hypothesized that there would be a disagree-
ment in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to their num-
her of .. _ ........ e-p---1.· ence +-e ...... h.; ,...,... ""'pee.; a 1 " c 1 asses J CCU . .::, A I:!. & ,._ Cl\,, ,.,_ Lil::, <:> .._ .L .&. • 
3. It was hypothesized that there would be a disagree= 
ment in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to the number 
of graduate courses taken in Special Physical Edu-
cation or Special Education. 
4. It was hypothesized that there would be no particular 
connection in the rank ordering of the inservice 
education needs of physical edecators between those 
physical educators who have taken an undergraduate 
Special Physical Education course or its equivalent 
and those who have not. 
S. It was hypothesized that there would be a disagree-
ment in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators between those physical 
educators who have attended inservice workshops and 
those who have not. 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this study, the following terms appear 
to warrant clarification: 
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Inservice education. Any training other than that 
received by an individual in a full-time program which leads 
to a degree. (Dept. of HEW, p. 42492). Inservice training 
includes staff meetings, seminars, workshops, institutes, 
demonstrations, and related activities for target groups. 
Mainstreaming. The educational placement of students 
with handicapping conditions into a setting that is the least 
restrictive in meeting their unique needs. 
Integration. The educational placement of students with 
mild and moderate handicapping conditions into a regular class 
setting with non-handicapped students, using supportive ser-
vices if necessary. This is the ultimate goal in the main= 
streaming process. 
Students with handicapping conditions. "Those children 
evaluated as being mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, 
speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally 
disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, 
deaf-blind, multi-handicapped. or as having specific learn-
ing disabilities, who because of those impairments need special 
education and related services" (Department of HEW, 1977, P• 
42478). 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The literature reviewed in this chapter is organized 
into three sections. The first section of the chapter re-
lates to the inservice education needs of physical educators 
to successfully integrate students with handicapping con-
ditions into their classes. The second section deals with 
studies related to experiential correlates of knowledge, 
skills, and attitudes of physical educators to successfully 
integrate students with handicapping conditions into their 
classes. The final section of the chapter is a surrnnary of 
the literature reviewed. 
Inservice Education Needs 
of Physical Educators 
Public Law 94-142 requires that an appropriate education 
be given to every child with a handicapping condition and that 
each child be assured an individualized education program. 
But, only through comprehensive personnel development can 
school systems meet these requirements (Harvey, 1976, p. 149). 
In order to implement this comprehensive system of personnel 
development, according to P.L. 94-142, specific criteria are 
required. One of these criteria is a needs assessment. Based 
on the needs assessment, innovative inservice education programs 
11 
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can be implemented to address the identified needs of its re-
cipients. Several studies have been conducted which address 
these needs. 
Jones (1978) conducted a study which investigated the 
inservice education needs of experienced physical educators 
and special educators in the field. Findings were based upon 
data from Special Education administrators in the twenty re-
gional Education Service Centers under the Texas Education 
Agency. Interviews and mailed questionnaires identified the 
greatest needs for inservice education in the areas of main-
streaming techniques, psychomotor assessment techniques, and 
motor development of severely handicapped pupils. It was 
concluded that a tremendous discrepancy exists between current 
and desired status in inservice education. 
The department of Physicai Education at the University 
of Southern Mississippi conducted a study in the Fall of 
1978 (in Churton, 1979, p. 18-19) to gain insight as to the 
educational needs and background of teachers who instruct or 
k ' th .h' 1 d ' h h ...'l ' ' d ' ' wor wi . c. 1._ ren w1t.. ano1.capp1.ng con it ions. A question-
naire was administered to 550 physical educators throughout 
the State who were randomly selected from a population of 
over one thousand teachers. The questionnaire was disseminated 
throughout all of the State except the Southeast Region. 
Although less than one hundred of the 550 physical educators 
responded to the questionnaire, the results indicated that: 
1. 76% of the respondents had knowledge of various 
handicapping conditions. 
2. 92% stated that they had little or no skills in 
assessing motor dysfunction. 
3. 63% knew very little about Public Law 94-142. 
13 
4. 89% of the teachers surveyed taught exceptional 
children, but 76% had never had a course in 
Special Physical Education or a course in Special 
Education. 
One of the subproblems of the study conducted by Clark 
(1979) was to determine what types of assistance Utah 
physical educators would indicate as being most beneficial 
in helping them with the integration of students with handi-
capping conditions into their classes. Physical educators 
listed these on an information sheet. Responding to the 
study were 218 physical educators and sixty-one principals. 
The types of assistance that the physical educators indicated 
as being most helpful to them in the integration process were: 
knowledge of handicapping conditions and how to deal with 
them; histories of the students with handicapping conditions 
that they are to teach; curriculum suggestions; and general 
educational procedures to utilize with the students with 
handicapping conditions. It was interesting to note that no 
physical educators mentioned needing assistance in formulating 
individualized education programs (IEP's). Clark suggested 
that this could be an outgrowth of lack of knowledge of 
P.L. 94-142 and its specification that individualized education 
programs must be written for each child with a handicapping 
condition. 
14 
Ex eriential Correlates of Differences 
n nserv1ce ucat on ysical Educators 
The relationship between attitudes of physical educators 
toward having students with handicapping conditions in their 
classes and specific experiential variables has been explored 
by Jansrr~ (1978) and Clark (1979). Jansma studied the effects 
of inservice workshops on attitudes of physical educators in 
New York State who attended two-day inservice workshops de-
signed to prepare them for mainstreaming programs. The 
attitude measurement scale utilized was the Learning Handi-
capped Integration Inventory (LHII). Pretest and posttest 
scores were obtained. Based on Lhe results of Lhe study, 
attendance at inservice training sessions was a significant 
factor in improving attitudes in a positive direction. 
Clark 0 s study was designed to investigate the attitudes 
of Utah physical educators toward studerts with handicapping 
conditions. The 218 physical educators completed the LHII 
and the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons Scale. An analysis 
of data revealed that physical educators who had attended 
inservice training sessions or workshops, providing information 
and other assistance in working with the handicapped, had 
significantly better attitudes toward integrating students 
with handicapping conditions into their classes than those 
who had not attended. Clark found no significant differences, 
however, in attitudes of physical educators as determined by 
(1) sex; (2) age; (3) years of experience; (4) educational 
15 
level; (5) location of school; (6) courses taken in Adapted/ 
Special Physical Education; (7) other courses taken concerned 
with special populations; (8) type of placement of pupils 
with handicapping conditions in physical education programs; 
(9) familiari with Utah House Bill 105; or (10) familiarity 
with P.L. 94-142. 
As significant differences were not apparent within 
specific demographic and experiential variables examined in 
the study, Clark suggests that it could be possible that atti= 
tudes of Utah physical educators are not a concern in integrat-
ing pupils with handicapping conditions into regular classes. 
Rather, as indicated by the Utah physical educators, the help 
needed is not in their attitude improvement, but in curriculum 
planning and with specific educational programs and procedures. 
The overall attitude of Utah physical educators was positive. 
Those physical educators whose attitudes were less positive 
indicated a ne~d for assistance in areas of program and pro-
cedure. Based on the evidence obtained from her study, Clark 
suggested that the key to successful w2instreaming is possibly 
not in improving attitudes of the teacher toward students with 
handicapping conditions, but, rather in identifying the areas 
of needs faced by the physical educators in working with 
students with handicapping conditions and in developing suppor-
tive strategies for assistance. Frustrating and difficult in-
structional situations may influence the attitudes teachers 
have toward mainstreaming more than their attitudes toward the 
students with handicapping conditions themselves. 
Summary 
16 
The number of studies available indicate that very few 
research studies have been completed that have investigated 
the inservice education needs of physical educators to in-
tegrate students with handicapping conditions into their 
classes. The literature that is available seems to indicate 
~hat phvsiral educators do have inservice education needs • 
..... ~ .. ., -- ...... 
The studies indicated specific needs for physical educators 
as: being able to assess motor dysfunction; knowledge of 
techniques 11tilized in mainstreamjng; knowledge of handicap-
ping conditions; knowledge of curricular modifications; and 
knowledge of general educational procedures utilized with 
• d • t'I 1 'I II • d O t O scu ents win nana1capp1ng con 1 ions. 
The literature re•.riewed 'has also revealed that the 
attitudes of physical educators can be affected even further 
in a positive direction as a result of inservice workshop 
participation. There were no significant differences found, 
however, in the attitudes of physical educators as influenced 
by various educational and professional backgrounds. 
After searching through the literature, no studies were 
found completed, which investigated the knowledge and skill 
needs of physical educators as determined by various educational 
and professional backgroundso The present study, therefore, 
was designed to determine what knowledge, skills, and attitudes 
physical educators have need of developing, and to see if these 
17 
needs are affected by having taught integrated classes or 
"special" classes, having graduate or undergraduate education 
in Special Physical Education or Special Education (at the 
graduate level only), or having attended inservice workshopse 
This will enable inservice workshop leaders to have a clearer 
basis for planning inservice education programs. 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The following is a description of the methods and 
procedures employed in the conduct of this study. Included 
in this chapter are discussions of: the selection of subjects; 
procedures employed in the data gathering process; the in-
strument used in the collection of data; and the statistical 
analysis. 
Procedures for Subject Selection 
and Data Collection 
A listing of the names and home addresses of 1978-1979 
members of the New York State Association of Health, Physical 
Education and Recreation (NYSAHPER) was obtained by the in-
vestigator. From this pool of 1,073 members, two hundred 
names were randomly selected for participation. A cover 
letter requesting participation in the study, an information 
sheet, and the Inservice Education Needs~Assessment Inventor.r 
(IENAI) were rr~iled to the physical educators at their home 
addresses on March 12, 1979. A self-addressed envelope for 
returning the survey was also included. There were eighty-
four subjects who responded to the survey. 
Instrumentation 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the inser-
vice education needs of physical educators to successfully 
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integrate students with handicapping conditions into their 
classes. An information sheet and the IENAI were utilized 
in the collection of data (see Appendix A). The IENAI was 
designed to measure the degree to which physical educators 
have need of developing specific knowledge, skills, and atti-
tudes to successfully integrate students with handicapping 
conditions into their classes. 
The IENAI was developed by the investigator. There 
were three sources that were used as a guide in developing 
the instrument (see Appendix B): the program content pre-
sented in an inservice project enLitled "Project Outreac.hH, 
which was initiated at the State University College at 
Brockport, N.Y. under the direction of Dr. Joseph P. Winnick; 
the Competency Based Teacher Education (CBTE) Program de-
veloped by the State University College at Brockport, N. Y., 
which consists of competencies that physical educators who 
are enrolled in the graduate Special Physical Education pro-
gram must complete before graduating; and the list of under-
graduate competencies for mainstreaming utilized in the study 
conducted by French, Jansma, and Winnick (1978). 
From these three sources, and the consultation of the 
investigator's research advisors, twenty~six competencies 
were developed to be included in the IENAI. On November 11, 
1978, the IENAI was given to sixteen physical educators who 
attended an inservice workshop in Jamestown, N.Y. Results 
of the pilot study rendered the revision of the instructions 
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and some of the competency items. 
The final instrument consisted of twenty-six competencies 
(see Table 3.1), to be rated on a five-point Likert scale. 
Physical educators were asked to rate each competency in terms 
of the degree to which they need to develop each competency, 
as well as its importance in successfully conducting an in-
tegrated class. Having physical educators rate each compe-
tency both in terms of need and importance helped to distinguish 
"need" apart from "importance", and therefore, provided further 
validity to the purpose of the instrument .. A score of "S" in 
the left hand column of the instrument indicated that the 
competency was "very important" to develop in order to success-
fully integrate students with mild and moderate handicapping 
conditions into regular classes .. A score of 11 3" on the continuum 
indicated that the competency was "important", while a score 
of "l" indicated that the competency was "not important" to 
develop. A score of "5" in the right hand column of the in-
strument indicated that the respondents had a "great need" to 
develop the competency to better prepare them to integrate 
students with mild and moderate handicapping into their classes. 
A score of "3" on the continuum indicated a "need", while a 
score of "1 11 indicated that they had "no further need" to 
develop the competency. 
In order to provide further meaning to the response data, 
the twenty-six competencies of the IENAI were clustered into 
eight a-priori categories. The investigator then asked five 
A. 
Table 3.1 
Competency List 
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B., 
Importance 
Of Developing 
Very Important ---
Competencies 
To Develop 
Not Important Great 
Your Personal 
Need to Devel~ 
Neea --- No FurtEir 
Need 
5 4 3 2 1 To understand and appropriately apply 5 4 3 2 1 
techniques for integrating pupils with 
handicapping conditions with non-handi-
cap~e~ ~upils in physical education 
act1.v1.t1.es .. 
5 4 3 2 1 To understand safety and liability im- 5 4 3 2 1 
plications when planning/conducting 
activities for pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately utilize 5 4 3 2 1 
"special" gross motor and physical fitness 
tests for assessing the performance of 
pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to anal·yze pl1ysical educatiot1 5 l~ 3 2 l 
activities and develop progressions which 
provide successful experiences for pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of resource centers 5 4 3 2 1 
that are available for acquiring materials 
related to the education of the handi-
capped$ 
5 4 3 2 l To enjoy working with pupils with handi-
capping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 1 To know when to appropriately use norm, 5 4 3 2 1 
content. or criterion scores to evaluate 
the performance of pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to modify regular physical 5 4 3 2 1 
education equipment for pupils with 
handicapping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know situations and activities not re- 5 4 3 2 1 
commended for pupils with certain handi-
capping conditions. 
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Table 3.1 (continued) 
A .. B .. 
Importance 
Of Developing 
Very Important ---
Competencies 
To Develop 
Not Important Great 
Your Personal 
Need to Deveio:e 
Need --- No Further 
Need 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply tech-
niques for motivating, reinforcing, or 
changing the behavior of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know criteria for placing pupils in 
alternative educational placements i.e. 
completely segregated --- completely 
integrated. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of the emotional and 
psychological aspects of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 l 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and apply first aid procedures 5 4 3 2 1 
related to selected handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To understand w~jor handicapping condi- S 4 3 2 1 
tions and how they limit performance in 
physical education activities. 
5 4 3 2 1 To understand the reasons for integrating 5 4 3 2 l 
pupils with mild and moderate handicapping 
conditions with non-handicapped pupils. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to assess a pupil's present 5 4 3 2 1 
level of performance for setting appro-
priate goals and objectives. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply techniques 5 4 3 2 1 
of adapting physical education activities 
for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of literature that is 5 4 3 2 1 
·available about mainstreaming pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be patient and understanding when teach-5 4 3 2 1 
ing pupils with handicapping conditions in 
mainstreamed settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply a variety 5 4 3 2 l 
of teaching methods for individualizing 
instruction ir;, mainstreamed settings. 
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Table 3.1 (continued) 
A. B. 
Importance Competencies 
Of'-.Developin~ To Develop 
Your Personal 
Need to Develop_ 
Great Need --- No Further 
Need 
Very Important --- Not Important 
5 4 3 2 1 To know the implications of federal 5 4 3 2 1 
legislation on physical education, 
athletics, and intramurals for pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately utilize 5 4 3 2 1 
"special" physical education equipment 
for pupils with handicapping conditions 
in mainstreamed settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to effectively prescribe 5 4 3 2 1 
activities to meet the snecific needs 
of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of support personnel 5 4 3 2 1 
available for consultation, when teaching 
pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 l To be able to develop an individualized 5 4 3 2 1 
education program (IEP) for pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To develop positive interpersonal re- 5 4 3 2 1 
lations with pupils with handicapping 
conditions in mainstreamed settings. 
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persons knowledgeable in the field of Special Physical Educa-
tion to place each competency into one of the eight a-priori 
categories. Inspection of the responses led the investigator 
to revise the category placement of specific competency items. 
In the final step of the content validation process, four 
factor analyses (a principal component and an alpha analysis 
with a varimax and an oblique rotation) were performed using 
the response data from the seventy-five participants who re-
turned the survey. Items were assigned to categories on the 
basis of the following two criteria: (1) a loading of .35 or 
higher (Items loading .35 or higher on more than one factor 
were assigned to the factor on which they loaded highest); 
and (2) items loading on the same factor on three out of the 
four factor analyses. The factor solution increased the 
number of dimensions from the eight original to eleven inter-
pretable components (see Table 3.2). (The procedures used in 
the validation process of this instrument are similar to the 
procedures used in Pecheone 1 s study (1978)). A measure of 
internal consistency of the physical educators' needs across 
all categories resulted in a value of .88. 
Statistical Analysis 
The individual item scores and category scores of the 
IENAI were recorded for analysis at the Brockport Academic 
Computing Center, using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS). The responses to the items on the information 
sheet were also recorded. 
Table 3.2 
CATEGORIZATION OF COMPETENCIES 
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Integration Techniques and Task Analysis 
1 
Le To understand and appropriately apply techniques for 
integrating pupils with handicapping conditions with 
non-handicapped pupils in physical education activities. 
4. To be able to analyze physical education activities and 
develop progressions which provide successful experiences 
for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
17. To know and appropriately apply techniques of adapting 
physical education activities for pupils with handicap-
ping conditions. 
Individualizing Instruc~io~ 
8. To be able to modify regular physical education equipment 
for pupils with handicapping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 
10. To know and appropriately apply techniques for motivating, 
reinforcing, or changing the behavior of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
20. To know and appropriately apply a variety of teaching 
methods for individualizing instruction in mainstreamed 
settings. 
25. To be able to develop an individualized education program 
(IEP) for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
Table 3.2 (continued) 
Psychological Functioning and Ability to 
Determine Present Level of Performance 
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12. To have a knowledge of the emotional and psychological 
aspects of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
16. To be able to assess a pupil's present level of per-
formance for setting appropriate goals and objectives. 
Limitations and Needs of Pupil~ 
9. To know situations and activities not recommended for 
pupils with certain handicapping conditions. 
14. To understand major handicapping conditions and how 
they limit performance in physical education activities. 
23. To be able to effectively prescribe activities to meet 
the specific needs of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
Legislative Implications 
2. To understand safety and liability implications when 
planning/conducting activities for pupils with handicap-
• d't-' ping con l.-icns. 
21. To know the implications of federal legislation on 
physical education, athletics, and intramurals for 
pupils with handicapping conditionss 
Supportive Services 
5. To have a knowledge of resource centers that are avail= 
able for acquiring materials related to the education 
of the handicapped. 
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Table 3.2 (continued) 
18. To have a knowledge of literature that is available 
about mainstreaming pupils with handicapping conditions. 
24. To have a knowledge of support personnel available for 
consultation when teaching pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 
E_.upils Placement and Equipment Alternatives 
11. To know criteria for placing pupils in alternative 
educational placements, i.e. completely segregated 
completely integrated. 
22. To know and appropriately utilize "special" physical 
education equipment for pupils with handicapping 
conditions in mainstreamed settings. 
Teacher Attitudes Toward Students 
6. To enjoy working with pupils with handicapping con-
ditions in mainstreamed settings. 
15. To understand the reasons for integrating pupils with 
mild and moderate handicapping conditions with non-
handicapped pupils. 
19. To be patient and understanding when teaching pupils 
with handicapping conditions in mainstreamed settings. 
26. To develop positive interpersonal relations with pupils 
with handicapping conditions in mainstreamed settings. 
Table 3.2 (continued) 
First Aid 
13. To know and apply first aid procedures related to 
selected handicapping conditions. 
Assessment Tests 
3. To know and appropriately utilize "special" gross-
motor and physical fitness tests for assessing the 
performance of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
Standards of Assessment 
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7. To know when to appropriately use norm, content or 
criterion scores to evaluate the performance of pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 
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Descriptive statistics were used to describe demographic 
and experiential characteristics of the physical educators. 
Also described were the mean scores, in rank order, of the 
categories ancl the individual competency items, in terms of 
need and importance. An average Spearman Rho and a Kendall 
Rank Correlation analysis were used to test the hypotheses. 
The level of significance for testing the hypotheses was set 
at the .OS level~ 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the data 
collected and analyzed in this study. This chapter is divided 
into the following sections: (1) results of data collection; 
(2) demographic and experiential characteristics of the 
physical educators responding to the questionnaire; (3) rank 
order mean scores of the categories and individual competency 
items in terms of importance and need; (5) analyses of hypo-
theses; and (6) summary of the results. 
Results of Data Collection 
Presented in this section are the results of the d8ta 
collection process as outlined in Chapter III. The investi-
gator mailed surveys to two hundred physical educators who 
are members of NYSAHPER. A total of eighty-four (42%) 
responses were received. There were nine of the eighty-
four surveys returned, however, which were incomplete, and 
therefore, could not be included in the analysis of data. 
Considering the low response rate of the present study, 
it is necessary to discuss the subject of "mail-back bias". 
On the negative side, statistically significant biases do 
occur in mail returns, and the possibility that they may be 
large enough to prejudice generalization must be provided for 
in any survey. Studies have shown that respondents have 
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characteristics different from non-respondents (Larson and 
Catton, 1959). Mailed questionnaires are answered more by 
people who are more interested in the topic under discussion, 
have a higher educational background, and a higher economic 
status (Franzer and Lazarsfeld, 1945, p. 294). However, 
results of studies indicate that mailed questionnaires can 
produce valid samples of comparatively homogeneous groups 
(Kivlin, 1965). Since this study has been given to a homo-
geneous group of physical educators, the possibility that 
the results are prejudiced is minimized. 
The subjects for this study were seventy-five physical 
educators currently teaching in the State of New York, who 
are members of NYSAHPER. Male physical educators numbered 
forty-three (57%), while thirty-two were female. 
Table 4.1 identifies the subjects by the grade level 
taught. Elementary physical educators were the largest popu-
lation to respond to the survey. 
Table 4.2 contains information concerning the physical 
educators' years of teaching physical education. The largest 
number of physical educators (61%) have had more than ten 
years of experience in teaching physical education. 
TABLE 4 .. 1 
GRADE LEVELS TAUGHT BY SUBJECTS 
Grade Level 
Taught Frequency 
Elementary 25 
Junior High 13 
High School 22 
Elementary and 
Junior High 4 
Junior High and 
High School 6 
Elementary, 
Junior, and 
High School 5 
Total 75 
TABLE 4.2 
NUMBER OF YEA.RS THAT 
SUBJECTS TAUGHT PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
Ysars 
Teaching Frequency 
1-4 10 
5-10 19 
+10 46 
Total 75 
32 
Percentage 
33.3 
17.3 
29 .. 3 
5.3 
8.0 
6.7 
99.9 
Percentage 
13.3 
25.3 
6L3 
99.9 
33 
Table 4.3 contains information concerning the physical 
educators' years of teaching one or more physical education 
classes having students with handicapping conditions inte-
grated with non-handicapped students. The majority of the 
respondents (31%) have had two to four years of experience 
in teaching in an integrated setting. 
Table 4o4 identifies the physical educators by the 
number of years teaching one or more classes of "special" 
physical education, where all students in the class have a 
handicapping condition. The largest number of physical 
educators (59%) have had no experience in teaching "special" 
physical education classeso 
The number of graduate courses that the physical educa-
tors have taken in Special Education or Special Physical 
Education is presented in Table 4.5. The largest number of 
physical educators (45%) have not taken any graduate courses 
in Special Education or Special Physical Education. 
There were fifty-nine (79%) of the subjects who have 
had an undergraduate Special Physical Education course or 
i.ts equivalent as an undergraduate, and nineteen (25%) of 
the subjects who have attended inservice workshops that 
dealt with integrating students with handicapping conditions 
into regular classes. 
Years 
Teaching 
0 
1 
2-4 
5-10 
+10 
Years 
Teaching 
0 
1 
2-4 
5-10 
+10 
TABLE 4.3 
NUMBER OF YEARS THAT 
34 
SUBJECTS TAUGHT IN INTEGRATED CLASSES 
Frequency 
16 
5 
23 
11 
20 
Total 75 
TABLE 4.4 
NUMBER OF YEARS THAT 
SUBJECT TAUGHT "SPECIAL" CLASSES 
Frequency 
44 
Li, 
16 
8 
3 
Total 75 
Percentage 
21.3 
6.7 
30 .. 6 
14.7 
26.7 
100.0 
Percentage 
58.7 
5.3 
2L3 
10.7 
4.0 
100.0 
TABLE 4.5 
NUMBER OF GRADUATE COURSES 
TAKEN IN SPECIAL EDUCATION OR 
SPECIAL PHYSICAL EDUCATION BY SUBJECTS 
Number of 
Graduate courses Frequency 
0 34 
1 11 
2-4 20 
+4 10 
Total 75 
Descriptive Analysis of the 
Rank Ordering of the Indivfdual 
Items in Terms of Import~ ·-
35 
Percentage 
45.3 
14.6 
26.6 
13.S 
100 .. 0 
Table 4.6 contains the means and standard deviations of 
the individual competency items according to their importance 
by the physical educators. The physical educators were 
asked to rate ~wenty-six competencies on a scale of 5 $-- 1 
in terms of the importance of developing each competency to 
successfully integrate students with mild and moderate handi-
capping conditions into regular physical education classes. 
A score of 11 511 meant that the competency was "very important" 
to develop. A score of "3" on the continuum indicated that 
TABLE 4.6 
COMPETENCY ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE BY SUBJECTS 
Competency Mean 
To understand safety and liability implications 
when planning/conducting activities for pupils 
with handicapping conditions.. 4.63 
To be able to effectively prescribe activities 
to meet the specific needs of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 4.60 
To have a knowledge of the emotional and psycho-
logical aspects of pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 4.53 
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S.D. 
.69 
.72 
.74 
To know and appropriately apply techniques for 
motivating, reinforcing, or changing the 
behavior of pupils with handicapping conditions .. 4.49 .83 
To know situations and activities not recommended 
for pupils with certain handicapping conditions. 4.49 .88 
To be patient and understanding when teaching 
pupils with handicapping conditions. 4$48 .86 
To understand and appropriately apply techniques 
for integrating pupils with handicapping con-
ditions with non-handicapped pupils in physical 
education activities. 4o44 .76 
To know and approp::_:iately apply techniques of 
adapting physical education activities for 
pupils with handicapping conditions. 4~44 079 
To know and apply first aid procedures related 
to selected handicapping conditions. 4.43 .90 
To develop positive interpersonal relations 
with pupils with handicapping conditions in 
mainstreamed settings. 4.39 .85 
To be able to analyze physical education activ-
ities and develop progressions which provide 
successful experiences for pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 4.39 .84 
TABLE 4.6 (continued) 
Competency Mean 
To be able to develop an individualized education 
program (IEP) for pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 4.32 
To enjoy working with pupils with handicapping 
conditions in w~instreamed settings. 4.30 
To understand major handicapping conditions 
and how they limit performance in physical 
education activities. 4.30 
To be able to modify regular physical educa-
tion equipment for pupils with handicapping 
conditions in mainstreamed settings. 4.25 
To be able to assess a pupil's present level 
of performance for setting appropriate goals 
and objectives. 4&21 
To know and appropriately utilize "special" 
gross=motor and physical fitness tests for 
assessing the performance of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 4.21 
To know criteria for placing pupils in alter-
native educational placements, i.e. completely 
segregated --- completely integrated. 4.21 
To know and appropriately utilize "special" 
physical education equipment for pupils with 
' d. . ..:I. • • • .. d nan icapping conu1t1ons in mains~reame 
settings. 4~19 
To know and appropriately apply a variety of 
teachi~g m7thod~ for individua~izing in-
struction in w31nstreamed settings. 4.17 
To have a knowledge of resource centers that are 
available for acquiring materials related to the 
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S .. D. 
.85 
.92 
.94 
1.08 
.. 93 
.96 
1.04 
1.01 
education of the handicapped. 4.15 1~10 
To have a knowledge of support personnel avail-
able for consultation when teaching pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 4.13 1.02 
TABLE 4.6 (continued) 
Competency 
To understand the reasons for integrating 
pupils with mild and moderate handicapping 
conditions with non-handicapped pupils. 
To know t.he implications of federal legisla-
tion on physical education, athletics, and 
intramurals for pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 
To have a knovJledge of literature that is 
available about mainstreaming pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
To know when to appropriately use noLm, 
content, or criterion scores to evaluate 
the performance of pupils with handicapping 
conditions .. 
38 
Mean S .D .. 
4 .. 13 1.16 
3.90 1 
3.61 1.25 
3.35 1.36 
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the competency was "important" to develop, while a score 
of 001" indicated "not important". The mean scores ranged 
from 4.63 to 3.35. This indicates that all twenty-six 
competency items were deemed important to successfully 
integrate students with mild and moderate handicapping 
conditions into regular physical education classes. There-
fore, if any competencies were rated as being of little need 
to the physical educators, it was not due to the competency 
being of little importance, and consequently not needed. 
When developing the IENAI, nine compGtency items were 
the same as those used in the study conducted by French, 
Jansma, and Winnick (1978) (see Appendix C). In their study, 
a survey was mailed to one hundred randomly selected members 
of the New York State Council of Administrators of H~alth, 
Physical Education and Recreation, and to forty chairpersons 
of departments of Health, Physical Education and Recreation, 
where undergraduate preparation programs are offered in Spec-
ial Physical Education. The survey was developed to obtain 
information related to the specific competencies needed by 
prospective physical educators to conduct a mainstreamed class. 
When a Kendall Rank Correlation was applied to the relative 
rank order of the nine competency items by the Administrative 
Council and Higher Education subgroups and the relative rank 
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order of the nine competency items by the physical educators, 
a value of .571 was obtained~ (A Spearman Rho analysis re-
sulted in a value of .783). These values indicate a moderate 
amount of agreement of the rank ordering between both groups. 
Upon inspection of the rank orders it can be seen from 
Appendix C that the three competencies ranked highest by the 
physical educators in the present study are also ranked highest 
by the Administrative Council and Higher Education subgroups. 
Also, the last competency was ranked lowest by both groups. 
of 
ategor:i.es 1.n 
The main concern of this study was to determine the 
inservice education neads of physical educators to integrate 
students with handicapping conditions into their classes. 
The physical educators were asked to rate twenty-six competency 
items on a scale of 5 --- 1 in terms of the degree to which 
they personally have need of developing each competency, to 
better prepare them to integrate students with handicapping 
conditions into their classes~ 
Table 4.7 contains the mean scores and standard deviations 
of the individual items in terms of need by the physical edu-
cators. A score of 11 5 11 meant that they had a "great need" to 
develop the competencyo A score of 11 311 on the continuum in-
dicated a "need", while a score of "l" indicated "no further 
need" for development of the competency. 
TABLE 4.7 
COMPETENCY ITEM MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
IN TERMS OF NEED BY SUBJECTS 
Competency 
To have a knowledge of resource centers that 
are available for acquiring materials related 
to the education of the handicapped. 
Tc know situations and activities not recom-
mended for pupils with certain handicapping 
conditions. 
To be able to develop an individualized educa-
tion program (IEP) for pupils with handicap-
ping conditions. 
To know and appropriately apply techniques for 
motivating, reinforcing, or changing the 
Mean 
3 .. 85 
3.60 
3.57 
41 
S .D .. 
1.16 
1.31 
1.23 
behavior of pupils with handicapping conditions. 3#50 lo28 
To know criteria for placing pupils in alter-
native educational placements, i.e. completely 
segregated to completely integrated. 
To know and appropriately utiiize "special" 
gross-motor and physical fitness tests for 
assessing the perforrr~nce of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 
To be able to effectively prescribe activities 
to meet the specific needs of pupils with 
had . . ~·t-· n icapping con~iwions. 
To understand and appropriately apply tech-
niques of integrating pupils with handicapping 
conditions with non-handicapped pupils in physi-
cal education activities. 
To understand safety and liability implications 
when planning/conducting activities for pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 
To have a knowledge of the emotional and 
psychological aspects of pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 
3.47 1 .. 22 
3.44 1.20 
3 .. 44 1.29 
3 .. 41 1.16 
3.37 1.32 
3.36 1.14 
TABLE 4.7 (continued) 
Competency Mean 
To know the implications of federal legisla-
tion on physical education, athletics, and 
intramurals for pupils with handicapping con-
diticms in mainstreamed settings. 3 .. 36 
To know and appropriately utilize "special" 
physical education equipment for pupils with 
handicapping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 3.25 
To be able to modify regular physical education 
equipment for pupils with handicapping con-
ditions in mainstreamed settings. 3~21 
To know and apply first aid procedures related 
to selected handicapping conditions. 3.19 
To have a knowledge of literature that is 
available about mainstreaming pupils with 
handicapping conditions~ 3~17 
To be able to analyze physicai education activ-
ities and develop progressions which provide 
successful experiences for pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 3.16 
To know and appropriately apply a variety of 
teaching methods for individualizing instruc-
tion in mainstreamed settings. 3~15 
To know and appropriately apply techniques of 
adapting physical education activities for 
pupils with handicapping conditions. 3$13 
To have a knowledge of support personnel avail-
able for consultation when teaching pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 3 .. 12 
To understand major handicapping conditions and 
how they limit performance in physical educa-
tion activities. 3.11 
To be able to assess a pupil's present level of 
performance for setting appropriate goals and 
objectives. 3.00 
42 
1.35 
1 .. 25 
1.33 
1.45 
1.21 
1.20 
1.28 
, , .., 
l.. e l. I 
1.37 
1.20 
TABLE 4.7 (continued) 
Competency Mean 
To know when to appropriately use norm, content, 
or criterion scores to evaluate the performance 
of pupils with handicapping conditions. 2.79 
To develop positive interpersonal relations with 
pupils with handicapping conditions in main-
streamed settings. 2.68 
To be patient and understanding when teaching 
pupils with handicapping conditions in rri;:iin-
streamed settings. 2.68 
To understand the reasons for integrating pupils 
with mild and moderate handicapping conditions 
with non-handicapped pupils. 2.60 
To enjoy working with pupils with handicapping 
conditions i.n mainstreamed settings. 2 .51 
43 
S .. D. 
1.43 
1.44 
1.32 
44 
The mean scores ranged from 3.85 to 2.51. Physical educators 
expressed the greatest need to develop a knowledge of resource 
centers that are available for acquiring materials related to 
the education of the handicapped. The second highest ranked 
competency had a mean score of 3.60 which was "to know situations 
and activities not recommended for pupils with certain handi-
capping conditions". Physical educators ranked "to be able to 
develop an individualized education program (IEP) for pupils 
with handicapping conditions" third highest with a mean score 
of 3.57. All but five of the twenty-six competencies had a 
mean score of 3.00 or higher. The five competencies that 
physical educators expressed little need for developing were 
the four competencies that dealt with attitudes toward students 
with handicapping conditions and the competency that dealt 
with standards of assessment. 
In order to provide further meaning to the response data, 
the twenty-six competency items were clustered, through factor 
analysis, into eleven categories (see pages 20-24 for specific 
procedures). The categories resulting from the factor analysis 
were similar to the a-priori categories. There were two 
categories which were further divided, and four competencies 
which were moved to different categories. Since the principal 
component and alpha solution was more parsimonious and repre-
sented empirically derived constructs, the factor solution was 
employed as a dependent measure for analysis of the data. 
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The mean scores and standard deviations of the categories 
according to the needs of the physical educators is presented 
in Table 4.8. The mean scores ranged from 3.44 to 1.69, with 
knowledge of assessment tests being the most needed category 
for physical educators to develop. Developing a knowledge of 
pupil placement and equipment alternatives was the second 
highest ranked category, with a mean score of 3~39. The 
categories of supportive services and limitations and needs 
of pupils both had a mean score of 3038. Physical educators 
expressed little need for developing a knowledge of standards 
of assessment or in developing a positive attitude toward 
students with handicapping conditions. The mean scores were 
2.79 and 1.69; respectivelye 
~esults of Hypotheses Data 
The results of hypotheses related data are divided into 
five sections: 
Hypot~esis 1. It was hypothesized that there would be 
a disagreement in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to their number of years 
of experience teaching integrated classes. The category scores 
reflect the inservice education needs of physical educators to 
integrate students with handicapping conditions into their 
classes. An integrated class included having students with 
handicapping conditions in the same class as non-handicapped 
students9 A Kendall Coeffecient of Concordance analysis was 
TABLE 4 .. 8 
CATEGORY MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
IN TERMS OF NEED BY SUBJECTS 
Categories Mean S~D. 
Assessment tests 3.44 1.20 
Pupil Placement and 
Equipment Alternatives 3., .39 2.24 
Supportive 
services 3.38 3.08 
Limitation and Needs 
of Pupils 3.38 3 .. 22 
Legislative Implications 3.36 2.28 
Individualizing 
Instruction 3.32 3 .. 87 
Integration and task 
analysis techniques 3~24 2.96 
First aid 3 .. 19 1.45 
Psychological functioning 
and ability to determine 
present level of per-
formance 3.17 2 .. 08 
Standards of assessment 2~79 1 .. 43 
Teacher attitudes toward 
students 1.69 4.46 
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Number of 
questions per 
category 
1 
2 
3 
3 
2 
4 
3 
1 
2 
1 
4 
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applied to the category scores of the physical educators 
according to selected years of teaching students in an inte-
grated setting. This analysis resulted in a W value of .. 435 .. 
This represents a moderate degree of concordance. By c:fefini tion 
W cannot be a negative number. Therefore, for ease of inter• 
pretation, an average Spearman rank was computed to indicate 
the degree of agreement or disagreemente A positive value 
above the critical value indicates agreement, and a negative 
value above the critical value indicates disagreement" A 
computed value of .295 indicated no significant connection 
in the rank ordering of the category scores of physical educa-
tors, according to selected years of teaching in an integrated 
setting. 
From table 4.9, it can be seen that there is relatively 
good agreement between categorical need and most ievels of 
years teaching integrated classes. However, for each category, 
there is one, or sometimes two levels of years teaching that 
do not agree with the other levels. Since these levels are 
never the same, an average Spearrnan rank resulted in a value 
indicating no significant connection in the rank ordering of 
the category scores according to selected years of teaching 
in an integrated setting9 Therefore; this hypothesis was 
not accepted. 
!:!Ypothesis 2. It was hypothesized that there would be 
a disagreement in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to their numbers of 
TABLE 1+.9 
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years of experience teaching "special" classeso The category 
scores reflect the inservice education needs of physical 
educators to integrate students with handicapping conditions 
into their classes. A "special" class is one where all students 
in the class have handicapping conditions. A Kendall Coeffi-
cient of Concordance analysis was applied to the category 
scores of the physical educators according to selected years 
of teaching "special" classes. This analysis resulted in a 
W value of .537. For interpretation purposes, Kendall's 
Coefficient of Concordance was converted to an average Spearman 
rank, resulting in a value of .421. This figure was less than 
the required .535 for the .OS level of significance. A value 
of .421 indicated no significant connection in the rank ordering 
of the inservice education needs of physical educators, 
according to selected years of teaching "special" classes 
(see Table 4.10). Therefore, this hypothesis was not accepted. 
Hypothesis 3. It was hypothesized that there would be a 
disagreement in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs of physical educators according to their number of 
graduate courses taken in Special Phy.sical Education or 
Special Education~ The category scores reflect the inservice 
education needs of physical educators to integrate students 
with handicapping conditions into their classes. A Kendall 
Coefficient of Concordance analysis was applied to the category 
scores of the physical educators which resulted in a W value 
of .536. For interpretation purposes, Kendall's Coefficient 
TABLE L4- ., 10 
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of Concordance was converted to an average Spearman rank, 
resulting in a value of .381. This figure was less than the 
required .535 for the .05 level of significance. A value of 
.381 indicated no significant connection in the rank ordering 
of the inservice education needs of physical educators accord-
ing to their number of graduate courses taken in Special 
Physical Education or Special Education (see Table 4.11)~ 
Therefore. this hypothesis was not accepted. 
Hypothesis 4. It was hypothesized that there would be 
no sigr.ificant connection in the rank order of the physical 
educators who have taken an undergraduate Special Physical 
Education course and those who have not. The category scores 
reflect the inservice education needs of physical educators 
to integrate students with handicapping conditions into their 
classes. A Kendall Rank Correlation was applied to the 
category scores of the physical educators, which resulted in 
a Tau value of .037. (A Spearman rank analysis resulted in 
a value of .139~) A value of .037 indicated no significant 
connection in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
needs between those physical educators who have taken an 
undergraduate Special Physical Education course, and those 
who have not (see Table 4.12). Therefore, this hypothesis 
was accepted. 
Hypothesis 5. It was hypothesized that there would be 
a disagreement in the rank ordering of the inservice education 
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needs between those physical educators who have attended 
inservice workshops and those who have not. The category 
scores reflect the inservice education needs of physical 
educators to integrate students with handicapping conditions 
into their classes. A Kendall Rank Correlation was applied 
to the category scores of the physical educators which 
resulted in a Tau value of .4770 (A Spearman rank analysis 
resulted in a value of .607). A value of 0477 indicated 
similarities in the rank ordering of the inservice educ3tion 
needs between those physical educators who have attended 
inservice workshops and those who have not (see Table 4.13). 
Therefore, this hypothesis was not accepted. 
Summary of Findings 
The analysis of the descriptive data has shown that 
physical educators have need of developing specific know-
ledge and skills to successfully integrate students with 
handicapping conditions into their classes. The mean scores 
f . ' d. "d - . d -F 1 gc; 2 c::-0~ the in ivi ual competency items range ~rom ~- ~ to .Jl 
(see Table 4.7). After clustering competencies, through 
factor analysis, into eleven categories, the analysis of 
data showed that physical educators have need of developing, 
in rank order: a knowledge of assessment tests; pupil 
placement and equipment alternatives; supportive services; 
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limitations and needs of pupils; legislative implications; 
individualizing instruction; integration techniques and task 
analysis; first aid; and psychological functioning and abil-
to determine present level of performancea They expressed 
little need for developing a knowledge of standards of 
assessment, or in developing a positive attitude toward 
students with handicapping conditions~ 
There were five hypotheses which were stated and tested. 
A positive, but not statistically significant, correlation 
was found in the rank ordering of the category needs of 
physical educators as a function of having taught integrated 
classes or "special" classes, having graduate education in 
Special Physical Education or Special Education; hRving under-
graduate education in Special Physical Education, or having 
attended in~PrvicP workshops. The mean scores for eight of 
the eleven categories of those physical educators who have. 
attended inservice workshops were lower, however, (indicating 
less need) than the mean scores of those physical educators 
who have not attended inservice workshops. 
Discussion 
A major concern of this study was to determine the in-
service education needs of physical educators to integrate 
students with handicapping conditions into regular programso 
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The category scores reflected the inservice education needs of 
physical educators. Through factor analysis, the competency 
items were clustered into eleven interpretable categories (see 
Table 3.2). There were three competencies, however, whose 
factor loading could not be reasonably interpreted into any 
given category. These three competencies may, therefore, be 
less reliable, which must be taken into account when reference 
is made to them. They were labeled as assessment tests, 
standards of assessment, and first aid. 
This study was also conducted to determine if differences 
in these needs varied as a function of teaching integrated 
classes, teaching "special" classes, having graduate education 
in Special Physical Education or Special Education, having 
taken sn undergraduate course in Special Physical Education, 
or having attended inservice workshops. The fact that there 
were no significant connections in the rank ordering of the 
inservice education needs of physical educators as a function 
of teaching integrated classes, teaching "special 11 classes, or 
having graduate or undergraduate education in Special Physical 
Education or Special Education, indicates that the inservice 
education needs of physical educators, based on specific 
professional and educational backgrounds vary greatly. Accord= 
ing to Tables 4.9 - 4.13, however, some of these subpopulations 
expressed a greater need to develop specific categories com-
pared to the other subpopulations •. These findings will be 
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included as part of the subsequent discussion. 
The analysis of data from the present study indicated 
that of the eleven categories, physical educators had the 
greatest need to develop a knowledge of assessment tests. 
The mean score was 3.44 (see Table 4.8). A score of "5 11 
indicated a "great need" for developing a competency. A 
score of 11 3 11 on the continuum indicated a "need" for <level-
oping a competency, while a score of 01 111 indicated "no 
further need" for development. 
Assessing a child's performance with the use of assess-
ment tests and other formal or informal techniques is essential 
to developing an appropriate individualized education program 
for that child. Appropriate education, according to 
94-142, includes a written program developed jointly by the 
local education agency, teachers, parents, and the student 
when appropriate. The law states that the program must be 
indivi~ualized, must indicate the student's present level of 
performance, must provide annual goals and short term objectives, 
state specific supportive services to be provided, and indicate 
the extent to which the student will be able to participate in 
a regular setting. In addition, objective criteria and eval= 
uative procedures must be utilized to determine whether 
instructional objectives are being achieved. Physical Educa-
tion must be an integral part of this program. Often, however, 
the child is placed in physical education without prior motor 
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assessment. The reason for this may be due to the fact that 
the practice of formally assessing motor strengths and weak-
nesses has a relatively short history beset with controversy, 
mis-understanding, and competition. A physical educator un-
familiar with the terms used in many of the formal assessment 
tests will more tru=in likely be excluded from the diagnostic 
ing all aspects of a child's curriculum (Sherrill, 1977, p. 
155). It, therefore, becomes necessary for physical educators 
to develop a knowledge of assessment tests and the terms used 
in these tests so that the needs of students with handicapping 
conditions can be more fully realized and met. 
From Table 4~8 9 it can be seen that physical educators 
ha,.1e little need for devPloping a knowledge of the standards 
used for evaluation/assessment© This category was rank~~ 
tenth, with a mean score of 2.79. Since this category wa;;,, 
also ranked low in terms of importance, physical educators 
did not need it because they did not feel th..at it was an 
important category to develop. Only those physical educators 
with one year of teaching experience felt a need for develop-
ment of this category. They ranked this category second (see 
Table 4.9). It is possible that those physical educators with 
one year of teaching experience are more familiar with the 
difference between norm, content, and criterion referenced 
tests and their new role in IEP development, since they are 
more recently out of college than those physical educators 
with more than one year of teaching experience. 
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According to Table 4.8, the mean score for the category 
of teachers' attitudes toward students was 1 .. 69. Since a 
score of 11 3n indicated a "need" to develop a competency, and 
a score of "l 1 1 indicated "no further need" for development, 
physical educators have little need for development in this 
area. It can be seen from Tables 4.7 to 4.10 also, that the 
attitude category was ranked lowest irrespective of any pro-
fessional or educational background of the physical educators .. 
However, Jansma (1978) foUI1d tl1at after having attended in-
service workshops, physical educators' already positive atti-
tudes improved even further. He administered a pretest and 
a posttest to forty-six physical educators in New York State 
who attended two-day inservice workshops dealing with main-
streaming. The attitude measurement scale utilized was the 
Learning Handicapped IntegrAtion Inventory. Clark (1979) 
found that physical educators who attended inservice work-
shops had significantly better attitudes than those physical 
educators who had not attended, even though attitudes of 
both populations were positive. The results from the present 
study also showed that those physical educators who attended 
inservice workshops had a more positive attitude than those 
who did not attend. The latter subjects had a mean score 
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of 2.78, while the former subjects had a mean score of 2025. 
Apparently, then, even though physicai educators' attitudes 
are positive, results from studies indicate that their atti-
tudes can be affected even further in a positive direction 
as a result of having attended inservice workshops. 
Results of the hypotheses data indicated some similarities 
in the rank ordering of the categories between those physical 
educators who have attended inservice workshops and those who 
have noto However, the mean scores for eight of the eleven 
categories of those physical educators who have attended in-
service workshops were lower than the mean scores from those 
physical educators who have not attended inservice workshops 
(see Table 4c3l)e According to Table 4013 9 the categori 
inservice workshops are most effectively disseminating infor-
mation about is supportive services and first aid related to 
selected handicapping conditions. Those physical educators 
who have attended inservice workshops ranked these categories 
seventh and tenth, while those physical educators who have 
not attended inservice workshops ranked these categories 
first and fifth, respectively. 
In Clark's study (1979), no physical educators mentioned 
needing assistance in formulating individualized education 
programs (IEP's). She suggested that this could be an out-
growth of lack of knowledge of P.L. 94~142 and its specifi-
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cation that IEP's must be written for each child with a 
handicapping condition. The present study supports her 
belief. Physical educators ranked the competency, "to be 
able to develop an individualized education program (IEP) 
for pupils with handicapping conditions" the third highest, 
with a mean score of 3.57. An important part of inservice 
education, then, should be in learning to develop IEP's. 
An area that physical educators expressed a need for 
developing is individualizing instruction. The mean score 
for this category was 3.32. Those physical educators with 
more than ten years of experience teaching integrated classes 
gave this category the highest ranking. This may be because 
the movement toward humanistic centered education is only 
beginning to infiltrate physical education. "From reports 
of such efforts in the literature, a trend is discernible, 
yet for the most part, actual teaching of physical education 
throughout the United States is still essentially based upon 
a single curriculum. model for groups, not individualsu (Puthoff 
1976, p. 40). As Winnick states, there appears to be suffic-
ient knowledge of individualizing instruction in all curric-
ular areas, however, the problem is to convey these techniques 
and operationalize them in teaching. He says that even less 
has been written about techniques for integrating students 
with handicapping conditions with non-handicapped students 
(Winnick, 1979). This may explain why physical educators in 
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the present study indicated a need for developing a knowledge 
of integration techniques. They ranked this category seventh, 
with a mean score of 3e24. 
According to Tables 4.9 and 4.10, those physical educators 
who have taught five or more years of integrated or "special" 
classes rank ordered developing a knowledge of legislative 
implications lower than those physical educators with less 
than five years of experience. (Those physical educators with 
one year of experience teaching "special 11 classes a] so ranked 
this category low, with a rank ordering of seven, but their 
overall mean scores were higher than the other subpopulations.) 
It seems that those physical educators who were teaching 
students with handicapping conditions during the time that 
federal and state mandates were being passed were more aware 
of the implications of these laws affecting children with 
handicapping conditions. 
According to Tables 4.11 and 4.12, those physical educa-
tors who have taken an undergraduate course in Special Physical 
Education or one or more graduate courses in Special Education 
have less of a need to develop a knowledge of the limitations 
and needs of students with handicapping conditions than those 
physical educators who have not had any graduate or under-
graduate courses. Those physical educators with no graduate 
or undergraduate education in Special Physical Education or 
Special Education rank ordered this category nu.~ber one. It 
appears, then, that this topic is effectively being taught 
in undergraduate and graduate courses. 
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Referring to Tables 4o9 to 4.11, it can be seen that 
those physical educators who have one year of experience 
teaching "special" classes, have one year of experience 
teaching integrated classes, or have completed one graduate 
course, expressed the greatest overall need for developing a 
knowledge of the categories. This finding can be explained 
by a post-hoc theory. Those physical educators-who have 
no experience teaching students with handicapping conditions 
or have not taken any graduate courses dealing with those 
children do not realize what knowledge and skills they have 
need of developing. However, those physical educators who 
have been exposed to teaching or learning about students 
with handicapping conditions realize how much knowledge and 
skills they have yet to develop. 
The overall results of this study indicated that inservice 
education for physical educators should be directed toward 
the development of specific knowledge and skills necessary 
for a successful mainstreaming program. Included in inservice 
workshops should be the dissemination of knowledge about assess-
ment tests, pupil placement and equipment alternatives, supper= 
tive services, limitations and needs of students, legislative 
implications, individualizing instruction, integration techniques 
and task analysis, first aid, and psychological functioning and 
the ability to determine present levels of performance. The 
investigator feels that an improved attitude toward students 
with handicapping conditions will be a by-product of develop-
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ing the necessary knowledge and skills necessary for a success-
ful mainstreaming program. As Clark (1979) suggests, frustrating 
and difficult instructional situations may influence the atti-
tudes teachers have toward mainstreaming more than their atti-
tudes toward the students with handicapping conditions them-
selves. 
In order for inservice education to be viable, it must 
be relevant to teacher needs and responsive to teacher input. 
The responses of teachers from this study, according to 
specific professional and educational backgrounds clearly 
support differentiated training within inservice settingso 
Teaching students with handicapping conditions requires a 
variety of competencies, and to assume general equivalence 
of competencies for all teachers is simply not valid, as 
this study has indicated. The educational plight of any 
given child being integrated will be dependent, to a large 
degree, upon the teacher. If the inservice education needs 
of physical educators can be effectively met, then? the 
educational outcome of students with handicapping conditions 
can be more fully realized. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
In the preceding chapters,.the problem was introduced, 
the related literature was reviewed, methods used in conduct-
ing the study were explained, and the statistical analysis of 
the data was reported and discussed. This final chapter in-
cludes a surrnnary and recommendations for further study. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the d~gree 
to which physical educators have need of developing specific 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to successfully integrate 
students with handicapping conditions into regular programse 
It was also conducted to determine if differences in these 
needs varied as a function of teaching classes of students 
with handicapping conditions integrated with non-handicapped 
students, teaching 11special 11 classes, where all students have 
handicapping conditions, having graduate education in Special 
Physical Education or Special Education, or having attended 
inservice workshops. 
Subjects for this study were randomly selected from the 
1978-1979 membership listing of the New York State Association 
for Health, Physical Education and Recreation. A cover letter 
66 
67 
requesting participation in the study, an information sheet, 
and the Inservice Education Needs-Assessment Inventory were 
mailed to two-hundred physical educators at their home addresses 
on March 12, 1979 .. There were eighty-four subjects (42%) who 
responded to the survey. For various reasons, however, nine of 
the surveys were incomplete and could not be included in the 
analysis of data. 
The IENAI was developed to measure the degree to which 
physical educators have need of developing specific competen-
cies to integrate students with handicapping conditions into 
~egular programs. The IENAI consisted of twenty-six competen-
cies which physical educators rated on a five point Likert scale. 
Physical educators were asked to rate each competency in terms 
of the degree to which they need to develop each corrpetency, 
as well as its importance in succsssfully conducting an inte-
grated class. Having physical educators rate each competency 
both in terms of need and importance helped to distinguish 
"need" apart from "importance" and, therefore, provided further 
validity to the purpose of the instrument. 
The analysis of data shows that physical educators have 
need of developing, in rank order, knowledge of: assessment 
tests; pupil placement and equipment alternatives; supportive 
services; limitations and needs of pupils; legislative im-
plications; individualizing instructi~n; integration techniques 
and task analysis; first aid; and psychological functioning 
and their ability to determine present level of performance. 
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Physical educators expressed little need for developing a 
knowledge of standards of assessment, or in developing a 
positive attitude toward students with handicapping conditions .. 
There were five hypotheses which were stated and tested .. 
A positive, cut not statistically significant, correlation 
was found in the rank ordering of the category needs of 
physical educators as a function of having taught integrated 
classes or "special" classes, having graduate education in 
Special Physical Education or Special Education, having 
undergraduate education in Special Physical Education, or 
having attended inservice workshops. The mean scores for 
eight of the eleven categories of those physical educators 
who ri.ave attended inservice workshops were lower, however, 
(indicating less need) than the mean scores of those physical 
educators who have not attended inservice workshops .. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
1. A study should be conducted to determine if inservice 
education needs of physical educators in New York 
State are similar to the needs of physical educators 
in other states., 
') 
,:.. .. A study should be conducted to compare inservice 
education needs of regular physical educators and 
special physical educators. 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
COVER LETTER, INFORMATION SHEET, AND INSERVICE 
EDUCATION NEEDS-ASSESSt"lENT INVENTORY 
Dear NYSAHPER member: 
 
 
11arch 8, 1979 
I am a eraduate student at the State University College at Brockport, 
New York, and I am currently working on my mast~rs thesis. The purpose of 
this study is to investigate the inservice education needs of physical 
educators to integrate pupils with handic?pping conditions into their 
classes. You are one of 200 randomly selected members of NYSAHPER who 
is being given the opportunity to be a part of this study. The results 
may be used by inservice workshop leaders to select specific content area 
on the basis of the perceived needs of physical educators and consequently 
enhance the effectiveness of inservice education. Your decision to partic-
ipate will be greatly appreciated. 
Please complete the enclosed information sheet and the Inservice 
Education Needs-Assessment Inventory (IENAI) and return them to me as 
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soon as possible. Once completed, you can use the enclosed return-addressed 
envelope for mailing. This should not take more than fifteen minutes of 
your time. 
The information sheet and IENAI are numbered for data processing 
purposes only. You, as a participant will remain anonymous. Your name 
will not be mentioned in any part of the report. 
If you wish to obtain the results of this study, I shall be glad to 
send you a copy. 
Thank you for your time and effort in assisting with this research 
project. 
I 
D~. Joseph P. Winnick 
Research Advisor 
Sincerely, 
.,\.,~UL, 
Dianne Abruzzo 
Investigator 
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Information Sheet 
Number 
---
Please place an X in the appropriate spaces. 
Sex: 
___ r,~;i.e Female 
---
·.·· 
What grade level(s) are you currently teaching? 
~~~Elementary Junior High 
---
How many years have you taught physical education? 
1-4 years 
·---
~~--5-10 years 
~~~High School 
___ 10+ years 
How many years have you taught one or more classes of pupils with 
handicapping conditions integrated with non-handicapped pupils? 
___ o years ___ 1 year 
2-li years 
---
___ 5-10 years 
lo+ years 
---
How many years have you taught one or more classes of "special" physical 
education, where all pupils in the class have handicapping conditions? 
___ o years 1 year 
---2-4 years 
5-10 years 
---
___ 10+ years 
How many graduate courses have you taken in Special Education or Adapted 
Physical Education? 
___ o c·ourses 1 course 
---2-4 courses 
____ 4+ cpurses 
Did you take an Adapted Physical Education course or its equiv.alent as an 
undergraduate? 
Yes No 
--- ---
Have you ever attended any inservice workshops that dealt w-lth integrating 
pupils with handicapping conditions into regular classes? 
Yes No 
--- ---
Instructions 
Please rate each competency on a scale of 5 ~---~ 1 in terms of: 
A. The importance of developin~ each competency, to successfully 
integrate . puJ.?ils with milo. and modera:J::.e handicapping conditions 
into regular physical education classes. 
B. The degree to which you personally ha~e need of developing each 
competency, to better prepare you to integrate pupils with mild 
and moderate handicapping conditions into your classes, in 
relation to your present kn9wledge, skills, and attitudes. 
Circling a Score of: 
5 - means that: 
For A. This competency is y_ery Important to develop. 
For B. You Have a Great Need to develop this competency, in 
relation to your present knowledge, slcl.lls, or attitude. 
3 - means that: 
For A. 'I'his competency is Important to dev-elop. 
For B. You Have a Need to Further develop this competency, in 
relation to your present knowledge, skills, or attitude. 
1 - means that: 
For Ao This competency is Not Important to develoE_. 
For B., ·ou already possess this competency, and therefore 
',:'.c ... Have No Further Need to develop this competency. 
* A score of lr and 2 on the continuum are intermediaries between 
being very important and not important to develop, and between 
having a great need and having no further need to develop the 
competency. 
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A. B. 
Impcrta.nce 
Of Developing 
Very Important f--> Not Important 
Competencies 
To Develop 
Your Personal 
Need to Develo12 
Great Need ~-7 No Further Need 
5 4 3 2 l To understand and appropriately apply techniques for 5 4 3 2 1 
integre,ting pupils with ha..!ldicapping conditions with 
non-handicapped pupils in physical education activities. 
5 4 3 2 l To understand safety and liability implications when 5 4 3 2 1 
planning/conducting activities for pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately utilize "special" gross- 5 4 3 2 1 
motor and physical fitness tests for assessing the 
performance of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to analyze physical education activities 5 4 3 2 1 
and develop progressions which provide successful 
experiences for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of resource centers that are 5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 1 
available for acquiring materials related to the 
education of the handicapped. 
To enjoy working with pupils with handicapping 
conditions in mainstreamed settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know when to appropriately use norm, content, or 5 4 3 2 1 
criterion scores to eveluate the performance of pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to modify regular physical education 5 4 3 2 1 
equipment for pupils with handicapping conditions 
in mainstreamed settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know situations and activities not recommended for 5 4 3 2 l 
pupils with certain handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply techniques for 5 4 3 2 1 
motivating, reinforcing, or changing the behavior 
of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know criteria for placing pupils in alternative 5 4 3 2 1 
educational placements i.e. completely segregated t-1 
completely integrated. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of the emotional and psychological 5 4 3 2 1 
aspects of pupils· with han~icapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and apply first aid procedures related to 5 4 3 2 1 
selected handicapping conditions. 
A. 
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B. 
Importance 
Of Developing 
Competencies 
To Develop 
Your Personal 
Heed to Develop 
Great Need (--7 no Further Need ery Im:po:c·tant f--1 i.fot Important 
5 4 3 2 1 To understa:nd major handicappine; conditions and how 5 4 3 2 1 
they lir.1it performance in physical education activities. 
5 4 3 2 1 To understand the reasons for intee;rating pupils with 5 4 3 2 1 
mild and moderate handicapping conditions with non-
handicapped pupils. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to assess a pupil's present level of perfor- 5 4 3 2 1 
mance for settinc appropriate goals ru1d objectives. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply techniques of adapting 5 4 3 2 1 
physical education activities for pupils with handi-
capping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a lmowledge of literature that is available 5 4 3 2 1 
about mainstreaming pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be patient and understanding when teaching pupils 5 4 3 2 1 
with handicapping conditions in nainstreruned settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know and appropriately apply a variety of teaching 5 4 3 2 1 
methods for indiviclualizinc instruction in mainstreamed 
settings. 
5 4 3 2 l To know the implications of federal legislation on 
physical education, athletics, and intrarnurals for 
pupils with handicappinc conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To know end appropriately utilize ;: special11 physical 
education equipment for pupils with handicappinc 
conditions in mainstreaned settings. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to effectively prescribe activities to weet 5 4 3 2 1 
the specific needs of pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To have a knowledge of support personnel available 5 4 3 2 1 
for consultation, when teachinf~ pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To be able to develop an individualized education 5 4 3 2 1 
program (IEP) for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
5 4 3 2 1 To develop positive interpersonal relations with 5 4 3 2 1 
pu}?ils with handicapping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 
APPENDIX B 
SOURCES USED AS A GUIDE IN DEVELOPING THE INSERVICE 
EDUCATION NEEDS-ASSESSMENT INVENTORY 
Bl PROJECT OUTREACH INSERVICE PROGRAM TOPICS 
Bz IMPORTANCE OF UNDERGRADUATE COMPETENCIES FOR 
MAINSTREAMING AS RATED BY ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
HIGHER EDUCATION PROFESSIONALS 
B3 GRADUATE COMPETENCY BASED TEACHER EDUCATION (CBTE) IN SPECIAL PHYSICAL EDUCATION, STATE 
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, BROCKPORT, NEW YORK 
APPENDIX Bl 
PROJECT OUTREACH INSERVICE PROGRAM TOPICS 
Overview of Public Law 94-142 and Mainstreaming 
The Role of Teacher Attitudes in the Implementation 
of the Mainstreaming Concept 
Safety and Liability Issues 
Unique Facilities and Equipment Aids 
The Role of Content, Criterion, and Norm Referenced 
for Assessing the Performance of 
Special Pupils 
Developing Individualized Education Programs 
Individualizing Instruction 
Techniques of Integrating Regular and Handicapped 
Pupils in Physical Education Activities 
Supportive ServicesiTechniques 
Implications of Federal Legislation for the Handicapped 
on Athletics and Intramurals 
Needs of the Handicapped/Teaching Methods 
Model Programs of Physical Education for the 
Handicapped/Funding Sources 
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APPENDIX Bz 
IMPORTANCE OF UNDERGRADUATE COMPETENCIES 
FOR MAINSTREAMING AS RATED BY 
ADMINISTRATIVE AND HIGHER EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL 
Survey Item 
1. Understands and can apply sound 
first aid and safety procedures in 
the conduct of physical education 
activities for special pupils •••••• 1.35 
2. Understands the effect of physical 
activities on physical, social, 
emotional, and intellectual devel-
opment of pupils with special needs 1.49 
3. Understands normal and abnormal 
growth and development •••••••••••• 1.55 
4. Can modify traditional physical 
education acLivities for pupils 
with special needs •••••••••••••••• 1.57 
5. Can use nurnerous motivating and 
reinforcing techniques to obtain 
changes in behavior of special 
pup i 1 s C et e O e O 4t 0 ~ \9 @ 9 • 0 e 411 e e O e O O O e O ft e 9 1 $ 6 3 
6. Knows appropriate facilities and 
equipment utiiized in special 
physical education •••••••••••••••• 1.64 
I. Can apply basic special physical 
education concepts and philosophies 1.67 
8. Can modify the physical learning 
environment for individual, small 
and mass group participation in 
mainstreamed settings •••••••••••••• 1.68 
9. Understands the inherent character-
istics and functional differen-
tiation of a variety of physical 
education activities for special 
pup i 1 S If o G 4P O • G e O e e G o e $ G e e 19 e O GI G o 0 Cl e ,> 1 e 7 2 
.57 1.22 
.66 1.34 
.67 1.42 
.75 1 .. 38 
.78 1.44 
.88 1.46 
.. 75 1.53 
.78 1.61 
French, R.W., Jansma, P., and Winnick, J.P. "Preparing 
Undergraduate Regular Physical Educators for Main-
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treaming." Amer Corrective Journal 
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lo U-~e--~-nd~ ~~e -h: 1 os--~i-~ 1 1o~s1.·~ e HU L::,, 1...CH ;::, l,.iL J:-'L-l. ..I. · V[Jil-'-"-' .L u. .:;; 
of special physical education •••••• 1.72 1.01 
11. Can define and knows the difference 
between corrective, adapted and 
developmental special physical 
education ........ ,.. .......... 1190•••0•••0 1.73 
12. Knows v-c=1.rious verbal and nonverbal 
ways in which special pupils com-
municate their physical, mental, 
emotional and social characteristics 1.76 
13. Understands specific conditions/ 
diseases which may result in motor 
performance disabilities e•~•••••••• 1.78 
14. Can demonstrate competencies listed 
above during mainstreamed student 
teaching experiences ····~•••••••••• 1.79 
15. Understands the effect of deviancy 
on physical and motor performance •• 1.81 
16. Can use a variety of organizational 
patterns for conducting instruction. 1.82 
17., Can effectively use and modify 
selected teaching aids and/or 
. t . . ~ ~ tt' equ1pmen 1n mains .... reame,._, se 1.ngs •• 
18. Can develop prescriptive programs 
1.84 
with a resource person or team •••••• 1.85 
19. Can select and specify goals, aims 
and objectives for different 
learning settings ••••••••e••••••••o 1.89 
20. Understands contemporary trends in 
special physical education ••••••••• 1.90 
.99 
.72 
.87 
.85 
.85 
.81 
.81 
.85 
.79 
.83 
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Survey Item 
21. Can design a movement progression 
for soecial ouoils using quantita-
tive ~nd qualitative analysis •9•••• 1.93 1.00 1.74 
22. Can prescribe movement correction 
for special pupils using qualita-
tive analysis •••••••••••••••••••••• 1.95 1.01 
23. Can locate and selectively assemble 
resource and reference materials 
related to several different physi-
cal education activities for special 
pup i 1 s ............. C, • , .. '9 • ,0 .......... a 411 l 111 9 8 • 9 0 
24. Can p~escribe movement correction 
for special pupils using quantita~ 
tive analysis •••••••••••••••••••••~ 2.07 1.00 
25. Knows a variety of ways for keeping 
pupils, colleagues and parents in-
formed of the progress of special 
pupils $<S/9$$4'.0dt•1'G<O,,Oll>O<i/i4'9eo41«1190,t$$$ 2.08 .83 
26. Can administer and interpret nu.iTL-
erous special gross-motor and 
physical fitness tests ••••••••••••• 2.13 1.00 
27. Comprehends the rationale for a 
multidisciplinary approach and the 
r ~1 e "f " -egu 1 ar ph··~1.·c- 1 ~~uc~ .. o-v..L u a J.. J.. 1.y;:, a..L cu CJ.\.., t.. 
and special physical educator as a 
part of this approach •••••••••••••• 2.16 .95 
28. Can interpret evaluations, prescrip-
tions and programs to other pro-
fessionals in allied fields •••••••• 2.26 1.03 
29. Can distinguish and show the re-
lationship of special physical edu-
cation and therapeutic recreation ••• 2.28 1.01 
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1.96 
2.05 
2.01 
2.14 
2.14 
2.23 
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Survey Item 
30. Understands and can utilize numerous 
referral procedures 
31. Knows federal and state regulations 
and mandates relating to programs 
2.32 
for the handicapped .•......•••••..• 2.39 
32. Knows the roles and contributions of 
professionals as resources in allied 
fields '9G•G•fl~800eG~fl¢1$e'8'90,fl$9flA191tCJO 2 .. 76 
33. Knows the roles and contributions of 
professionals within the field of 
special physical education •......•• 3.00 
34. Knows the roles and functions of 
special physical educators and pro-
fessionals in allied fields in 
numerous organizational pat~erns ••• 3.17 
35. Understands the historical develop-
ment of special physical education • 3.59 
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APPENDIX B3 
GRADUATE COMPETENCY BASED TEACHER EDUCATION (CBTE) 
IN SPECIAL PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
STATE UNIVERSITY COLLEGE, BROCKPORT, NEW YORK 
July 2, 1979 
1.0 The special physical e~ucator will possess the skills and 
knowledge to plan corriculum based on the needs, capabili-
ties, limitations and interests of pupils who cannot safely 
and/or successfully participate in regular physical 
education. 
1.10 Understands the major factors which influence curriculum 
development. 
1.110 Demonstrate an understanding of the principles of 
growth and development which serve as a foundation 
for unique curriculum decisions. 
1.120 Demonstrate an understanding of the nature of the 
learning process which guides in the determination 
of unique curriculum decisions. 
1.130 Demonstrate an understanding of legal factors which 
must be taken into consideration when planning 
unique curriculum experiences~ 
1.140 Demonstrate an understanding of cultural and environ= 
mental factors which must be taken into consideration 
when planning unique curriculw~ experiences. 
1.150 Demonstrate an understanding of the contribution of 
movement related activ:l.ties to total human develop-
ment of the pupil with special naeds. 
1.20 Can formulate general special physical education cur-
riculum goals which are compatible with the overall 
philosophy and curriculum goals of physical education 
special education. 
1.210 Demonstrate an understanding of the philosophical 
basis of general goals in physical education and 
special education related to special physical educa-
tion. 
1.220 Demonstrate the ability to formulate a philosophical 
basis for a special physical education curriculum. 
1. 230 Demonstrate an··understanding of past and present 
curriculum directions in special physical education 
in relation to regular physical education and 
special education. 
1.240 Demonstrate an understanding of curriculum implications 
in special physical education in relation to regular 
physical education and special education. 
1.250 Demonstrate the ability to develop general goals in 
special physical education utilizing logical philo= 
sophical bases .. 
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1.30 Formulate specific curriculum goals on the basis of 
pupil needs and factors influencing curriculum 
developmente 
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1.310 Demonstrate an understanding of specific conditions/ 
diseases which may result in motor performance dis-
abilities. 
1.320 Demonstrate an understanding of specific special 
needs of pupils with motor performance disabilities. 
1.330 Demonstrate ability to formulate specific curriculum 
goals for individual pupils based on curriculum 
objectives. 
1.40 Can select activities to attain specific curriculum goals. 
1.410 Demonstrate an understanding of the criteria for the 
selection of activities to fulfill specific curriculum 
goals. 
1.420 Demonstrate the ability to formulate an activity pro= 
gram based on specific curricular goals. 
1.50 Evaluate curriculum in special physical education. 
1.510 Demonstrate the ability to establish criteria for 
the purpose of curriculum evaluation. 
1.520 Demonstrate an understanding of appropriate instru-
ments for the purposes of curriculum evaluation. 
1.530 Demonstrate proficiency administering instruments 
which evaluate a special physical education curriculu.~. 
1.540 Demonstrate proficiency in interpreting results to 
determine the acceptability of the curriculum. 
2.0 The special physical educator wili possess the skills and 
knowledge necessary to evaluate the capabilities and limi-
tations of students who cannot safely and/or successfully 
participate in regular physical education. 
2.10 Evaluate growth, physical fitness and motor performance. 
2.110 Demonstrate a knowledge of appropriate tools for the 
measurement of growth, physical fitness, and motor 
performance. 
2.120 Demonstrate the ability to effectively utilize bio-
graphical data on a pupil in evaluation of growth, 
physical fitness, and motor performance. 
2.130 Demonstrate the ability to effectively administer 
appropriate measurement tools. 
2.140 Ability to utilize appropriate assessment tools for 
total evaluation of pupils present status and progresso 
2.20 Identify and analyze appropriate emotional, social and 
intellectual evaluation data. 
2.210 Understands the need for emotional, social and 
intellectual evaluation data. 
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2.220 Demonstrate the ability to identify emotional, social 
and intellectual areas to be evaluated. 
2.230 Demonstrate the ability to identify appropriate pro-
fessionals who can evaluate pupils in emotional, 
social and intellectual areas .. 
2.240 Demonstrate an understanding of numerous referral 
procedures. 
2.30 Possess the ability to interpret data gathered. 
2e310 Demonstrate ability to organize data for the con-
struction of a pupil profile. 
2.320 Demonstrate the ability to interpret profiles to 
determine growth, physical fitness and motor per-
formance levels. 
2.330 Demonstrate the ability to effectively prescribe 
activities to meet the needs of pupils~ 
3.0 The special physical educator will possess the skills and 
knowledge to implement and conduct an instructional and/or 
therapeutic program for pupils with differentiated needs 
and capabilities in regular and special physical education 
programs. 
3.10 Create a physical learning environment to satisfy the 
programmatic needs of each pupil and to manage/control 
pupil behavior .. 
J.110 Demonstrate a knowledge of how physical character-
istics of the learning environment affect individuals 
and groups differently (i.e., temperature\ light, 
color, humidity, size of area, acoustics. 1 
3.120 Demonstrate ability to select physical learning 
' · ( ' r • rl' ',-1 1 d environment, s) ror 1.n.~1. vi~ua s an groups~ 
3.130 Demonstrate the knowledge necessary to modify the 
physical learning environment for individual and 
group participation. 
3.140 ~emonst~ate the abil~tY.t? modify the physica~ ~earn-
ing environment for individual and group participa-
tion in actual practical settings. 
3.20 Create an affective environment for pupil management 
and learning. 
3~210 Demonstrate ability to establish rapport in the 
special physical education learning environment~·: 
pupil to pupil(s) and student to pupil(s). 
3.220 Demonstrates an understanding of mot:i.vating and rein-
forcing techniques for individuals and groups. 
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3.230 Demonstrate the ability to utilize techniques to 
motivate and reinforce individuals and groups. 
3.240 Demonstrate an understanding of techniques to communi-
cate information. 
3.250 Demonstrate ability to communicate information and 
give directions. 
3.30 Select and utilize equipment and be able to modify 
equipment to satisfy the demands of the prescriptive 
program and the learning environment. 
3.310 Understands the effective use of selected equipment. 
3.320 Demonstrate effective use of selected equipment in 
applied settings. 
3.330 Demonstrate proficiency to teach the pupil to use 
selected equipment. 
3.40 Arrange educational experiences to efficiently and 
effectively meet the individual needs of pupils. 
3.410 Demonstrate an understanding of the inherent charac-
teristics of a variety of physical education 
activities. 
3.420 Demonstrate comprehension of the contributions of 
specific physical education activities to meet 
specific pupil needs. 
3.430 Demonstrate proficiency in modifying physical educa-
tion activities for pupils with special needs. 
3.440 Demonstrate the ability to establish progressions for 
a variety of skills for pupils with special needs. 
3.50 Improve the physical fitness and motor performance level 
of pupils. 
3.510 
3.520 
Demonstrate abiiity in improving the physical fitness 
and motor development/performance level of pupils 
in one-to-one teacher-pupil settings. 
Demonstrate the ability to improve the physical fit-
ness and motor development/performance level of a 
group of pupils in a special class setting. 
Demonstrate the ability to improve the physical fit-
ness and/or motor development/performance level of 
one or more pupils in an integrated/mainstreamed 
setting. 
3.60 Develop, implement and evaluate a program of pupil 
self development. 
3.610 
3.620 
Understands the meaning of self development. 
Demonstrate the ability to identify, understand and 
apply techniques of motivating pupils toward self 
developm~nt. 
3.630 Demonstrate the ability to work with pupils in 
establishing goals for pupil self developmente 
3.640 Identify and prescribe experiences for pupil self 
development. 
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3.650 Demonstrate the ability to work with pupils in 
evaluating progress toward pupil self development. 
4.0 The special physical educator will possess the unique 
knowledge and skill necessary to effectively conduct 
basic administrative duties related to teaching pupils 
who cannot safely or successfully participate in regular 
physical education. 
4 • ('; P t 1 • ' ' ' • t . ' 1 • h d • • '.iv ~ossess ne aoi1icy o escao~is, an u~intain appro-
priate student records in special physical education. 
4.110 Demonstrate a knowledge of types of records which 
are recommended to conduct a quality program. 
4.120 Demonstrate the. ability to establish criteria for 
the evaluation of the record keeping procedures. 
4.130 Demonstrate the ability to develop and organize 
pupil records pertaining to skills, knowledge and 
attitudes. 
4.20 Able to effectively utilize assistants in special 
physical education. 
4.210 Dcmonstr~te the ability to identify the role end 
function of assistants (i.e., student teachers, 
program aids, para-professionals, student leaders). 
4.220 Demonstrate the ability to observe and interact 
with individuals performing in a variety of assistive 
roles. 
4.230 Demonstrate the ability to properly utilize assistants 
in terms of their roles and responsibilities. 
4.30 Understand and utilize facilities for a program of 
special physical education. 
4.310 
4.320 
L~. 3 30 
4.340 
Demonstrate a knowledge of the criteria utilized to 
select the appropriate facilities. 
Demonstrate the ability to assist pupils in safely 
utilizing facilities. 
Demonstrate the ability to assist pupils in success-
fully utilizing facilities. 
Demonstrate the ability to establish policies and 
procedures for the maintenance and use of facilities. 
5.0 The special physical educator will possess the skills and 
knowledge to effectively interact and work with various pro-
fessionals, parents and community members that are concerned 
with the handicapped. 
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5.10 Identify and analyze the roles of various professionals, 
parents and cormnunity members that are concerned with 
the handicapped. 
5.110 Demonstrate a knowledge of the roles and contribu= 
tions of various professionals within the field of 
special physical education. 
5.120 Demonstrate a knowledge of the roles and contribu-
tions of various professionals as resources in allied 
fields. 
5.130 Demonstrate a knowledge of the roles and function o'f 
various special physical educators and professionals 
in allied fields in numerous organizational patterns. 
5.140 Demonstrate a knowledge of the potential roles and 
contributions of various parents and community 
members that are concerned with the handicapped. 
5.20 Justify, interpret and defend special physical education 
to various allied professionals, parents and/or community 
members that are concerned with the handicapped. 
5e210 Justify the value of special physical education to 
various professionals in allied fields, parents and/ 
or community members that are concerned with the 
handicapped. 
5.220 Interpret evaluations, prescriptions and programs to 
various professionals in allied fields, parents and/ 
or cormnunity members that are concerned with the 
handicapped .. 
5.230 Defend irmnediate or long range curriculum goals for 
program improvement to various professionals in 
allied fields, parents and/or community members that 
are concerned with the handicapped. 
5.30 Involve resource persons in the development and imple-
mentation of prescriptive programs. 
5.310 Develop prescriptive programs with a resource team 
of professionals within the field of special physical 
education. 
5.320 Develop prescriptive programs with a resource team 
of professionals in allied fields. 
5.330 Continually interact and evaluate with resource 
team members for the improvement of prescriptive 
programs. 
APPENDIX C 
APPENDIX C 
Comparison of the Rank Order of Competencies 
of the French, Jansma, and Winnick Study 
and the Present Study in Terms of Importance 
Competencies in Rank Order 
from Present Study 
To know and appropriately apply techniques 
for motivating, reinforcing, or changing 
the behavior of pupils with handicapping 
conditions. 
To know and appropriately apply techniques 
adapting physical education activities 
for pupils with handicapping conditions. 
To know and apply first aid procedures 
1 
2 
related to selected handicapping conditions• 3 
To be able to analyze physical education 
activities and develop progressions which 
provide successful experiences for pupils 
with handicapping conditions. 4 
To understand major handicapping condi-
tions and how they limit performance in 
physical education activities. 5 
To know and appropriately utilize 11 special 11 
gross-motor and physical fitness tests for 
assessing the performance of pupils with 
handicapping conditions. 6 
To know and appropriately utilize "special" 
physical education equipment for pupils 
with handicapping conditions in mainstreamed 
settings. 7 
To have a knowledge of resource centers that 
are available for acquiring rr~terials re-
lated to the education of the handicapped 8 
To know the implications of federal legis-
lation on physical education, athletics, 
and intramurals for pupils ·with handicap-
ping conditions. 9 
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Rank order 
from French 
Jansma and 
Winnick Study 
3 
2 
1 
6 
5 
8 
4 
7 
9 
